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Öz
Bu	 çalışmanın	 amacı,	 Ortaöğretim	 Kurumları	 Öğrenci	 Seçme	 Sınavı’na	 (OKS)	 katılan	 	
öğrencilerin	başarısının	hangi	faktörlerden	kaynaklandığını	araştırmaktır.	Veriler	810	ilkeğitim	
mezunuyla	yapılan	anket	çalışması	sonucu	elde	edilmiştir.	Bu	bilgilerden	yararlanarak	OKS’de	














The	 standard	 framework	 for	 these	 studies	 has	 been	 the	 specification	 and	 estimation	 of	 a	










uses	real	school	 resources	of	 the	classroom	including	 teacher-pupil	 ratio	and	 levels	of	 teacher	
education	and	experience.		This	category	has	received	a	great	deal	of	attention	for	three	reasons:	














environments of	 15	 higher	 achieving	 and	 11	 lower	 achieving	 Puerto	 Rican	 students	 residing	
in	 southeastern	 urban	 Pennsylvania	 (Diaz,	 1989)	 shows	 that	 	 “the	 homes	 of	 higher	 achievers	
were	 characterized	by	 the	 following:	 (1)	 supervision;	 (2)	organization;	 (3)	parent	 involvement	
and	 communication;	 (4)	 bilingualism.	 The	 homes	 of	 low	 achievers	were	 characterized	 by	 the	
following:	 (1)	 lack	 of	 supervision;	 (2)	 no	 parent	 involvement	 or	 communication;	 and	 (3)	 one	
language”.	There	is	however,	some	evidence	from	meta-analysis	(Hedges	et	al,	1994)	suggesting	


































The	 remainder	 of	 the	 paper	 is	 organized	 as	 follow:	 Section	 2	 develops	 the	 empirical	
model.		Here	we	model	student	achievement	in	relation	to	three	classes	of	explanatory	variables	
representing	 primary	 school	 characteristics,	 student’s	 out-of-school	 curricular	 activities,	 and	




The	 standard	 approach	 for	 studying	 student	 achievement	 and	 its	 determinants	 is	 by	
specification	 and	 estimation	 of	 a	 production	 function.	 	 Following	 Hanushek	 (1979,	 Aithkin	
and	 Longford	 (1986),	Hanushek	 and	 Taylor	 (1990),	Hanushek,	 Rivkin	 and	 Taylor	 (1996),	 and	
Hanushek	and	Raymond	(2003),	we	model	 the	relationship	between	student	achievement	and	
school,	student,	and	family	characteristics	as,
iiiii eFXSy +Θ′+Γ′+Β′+= α 	 	 (1)
Where	 iy is	 the	 achievement	 for	 student	 i;	 iS is	 a	 vector	 of	 student’s	 primary-school	
characteristics;	 iX is	a	vector	of	student’s	individual	characteristics;	 iF 	 is	a	vector	of	student’s	






































































































Finally,	 as	 reported	 in	 the	 last	 column,	 individual	 school-specific	 factors	 differ	 significantly	
between	private	and	public	schools.	 	Private	schools	are	endowed	with	higher	tuition,	smaller	
classes,	more	labs	and	more	access	to	sports	facilities.	







students	had	 a	private	 tutor;	 (c)	 average	preparation	 length	was	 20	months	 for	public	 school	
students	and	19	months	for	private	school	students;	(d)	29%	of	public	school	students	and	43%	of	
private	school	students	had	attended	kindergarten;	and	(e)	45%	of	students	from	public	schools	




from	school	and	 family	book	 inventory.	 	As	 table	3	 shows,	 (a)	 average	 family	 incomes	were	3.15	
and	 5.81	 thousand	 Turkish	 Lira	 for	 students	 attending	 public	 and	 private	 schools,	 respectively;	





































SSEE 456.05 14.91 438 498 470.71 15.05 437 500 3.53	(0.00)a,d
Tuition 1.66 0.55 1 5 9.29 5.97 1 30 22.70	(0.00)a
Size 37.11 7.61 20 60 20.70 3.64 13 30 -29.48	(0.00)a
Labs 1.80 0.94 0 7 3.22 2.31 0 15 9.84	(0.00)a
Sports 0.69 0.46 0 1 0.98 0.14 0 1 9.00	(0.00)a
Course 0.65 0.48 0 1 0.54 0.50 0 1 -2.53	(0.01)a
Tutor 0.24 0.43 0 1 0.17 0.38 0 1 -2.16	(0.03)a
Length 19.91 9.68 1 60 18.81 8.27 6 48 -1.36	(0.17)
Kinder 0.29 0.46 0 1 0.43 0.50 0 1 	3.23	(0.00)a
Gender 0.45 0.50 0 1 0.44 0.50 0 1 -0.03	(0.76)
Income 3.15 2.60 0.75 15 5.81 4.36 0.30 30 8.80	(0.00)a
M.home 0.46 0.50 0 1 0.29 0.46 0 1 -3.91	(0.00)a
M.ed 11.14 3.82 2 15 13.32 2.72 2 15 2.20	(0.30)a
M.retired 0.07 0.25 0 1 0.05 0.21 0 1 -0.95	(0.34)
F.ed 12.85 3.37 2 15 14.23 2.16 5 15 5.26	(0.00)a
F.retired	 0.15 0.35 0 1 0.05 0.21 0 1 -0.85	(0.65)
Sibling 1.23 0.87 0 7 1.07 0.83 0 4 -2.02	(0.04)a
Own 0.81 0.39 0 1 0.83 0.37 0 1 	0.72	(0.47)
Distance 28.89 23.17 5 240 31.47 19.73 5 120 0.35	(0.25)





A	potential	problem	 in	estimating	 the	model	 is	 the	possibility	of	multicolinearity	among	
the	 right-hand-side	 variables.	 	 	 In	 fact,	 our	 preliminary	 investigation	 reveals	 high	 correlation	
between	several	variables	including:	(1)	school	type,	tuition	and	class	size;	(2)	M_home,	M_ed	






the	model.	 	 The	 significant	values	of	 F-statistics	 suggest	 that	 all	 right-hand-side	variables	 are	
jointly	 significant.	 	 The	 successive	 rises	 in	 the	 log	 likelihood	 function,	AIC	and	SBC	 suggests	
that	additional	variables	contribute	to	the	model’s	performance.		The	high	values	of	Jarque-Bera	
statistic,	however,	rejects	the	null	hypothesis	of	normal	distribution.
Model	 1	 examines	 if	 student	 performance	 varies	 significantly	 between	 public	 and	 private	













and	 private	 schools.	 	 	 (3)	 Additional	 lab	 facilities	 do	 not	 contribute	 significantly	 to	 student	




   Model	1 Model	2 Model	3 Model	4 Model	5
Intercept 6.144	(0.002)a 6.151	(0.019)a 6.155	(0.023)a 6.160	(0.022)a 6.147	(0.025)a
Type 0.010	(0.003)a
Log(Tuition) 0.002	(0.002) -0.016	(0.005)a -0.013	(0.005)a -0.018	(0.005)a
Type× log(Tuition) 0.022	(0.006)a 0.020	(0.006)a 0.023	(0.006)a
Log(Size) -0.005	(0.005) -0.004	(0.006) -0.005	(0.006) -0.001	(0.006)
Type× log(Size) -0.006	(0.003)b -0.005	(0.003)b -0.005	(0.003)b
Labs 0.001	(0.001) 0.001	(0.001) 0.001	(0.001) 0.001	(0.001)























































	Model	 four	 incorporates	 four	 additional	 student-specific	 characteristics	 –	 course,	 tutor,	
length	and	kinder	–	 to	 the	model.7	 	The	main	findings	are:	 (1)	The	 conclusions	 regarding	 the	
impact	 of	 school-specific	 characteristics	 (type,	 tuition,	 size,	 labs,	 and	 sports	 facilities)	 remain	
robust	to	the	inclusion	of	these	additional	variables.	Perhaps	the	only	exception	is	in	regard	to	
the	effect	of	class	size,	which	is	now	insignificant	for	public	schools	but	negative	and	significant	
















specific	 characteristics	 in	models	 3	 and	 4	 remain	 robust	 to	 these	 additions.	 	 (2)	Home-maker	
mothers	 contribute	 negatively	 to	 student	 performance	 but	 educated	 home-maker	 mothers	
contribute	positively.		(3)	The	number	of	family	book	holdings	has	a	positive	and	significant	effect	

















more	 pronounced	 for	 private	 schools.	 	 The	 availability	 of	 lab	 and	 sports	 facilities	 contribute	
positively	to	student	achievement.	Third,	after-school	activities	such	as	additional	courses	and	
their	 duration	 as	 well	 as	 prior	 kindergarten	 experience	 do	 not	 have	 a	 meaningful	 effect	 on	
student	performance.		However,	having	private	tutors	does.		Fourth,	family	characteristics	such	
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